Agricultural Subsides in the Budget of the Republic of Serbia by Popović, Vesna & Grujić, Biljana
513
Economics of Agriculture 2/2015
UDC: 336.56:631(497.11)
EP 2015 (62) 2 (513-525)
AGRICULTURAL SUBSIDIES IN THE BUDGET OF THE REPUBLIC OF SERBIA
Review Article
AGRICULTURAL SUBSIDIES IN THE BUDGET OF THE REPUBLIC 
OF SERBIA1
Vesna Popović2, Biljana Grujić3
Summary
In this paper, the authors analyse the dynamics of agricultural subsidies, compared to the 
developments in public revenue and public expenditure and the total subsidies of the republic 
budget, in the years of 2006-2013. We performed desk research using official statistical data 
and processing them with standard statistical methods, and studying and quoting a number 
of scientific papers and documents of national and EU institutions. We also considered the 
government’s projection of the scope and structure of agricultural subsidies by 2024, having in 
mind the fiscal consolidations and the obligations of adjusting legislation, support policy and 
institutional framework in agriculture with those of the EU. A three-year fiscal consolidation 
programme, which includes, among other things, reducing and re-examining agricultural 
support programmes, should create a healthy basis for stable and growing budget transfers 
to agriculture. Investment support will still be very important, and producers could expect a 
more significant growth in direct payments just before and just after joining the EU.
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Introduction
Agriculture is the base of economic activities. It includes a large number of employees and it 
creates a significant foreign trade surplus. In the year of 2011, agriculture and food industry 
accounted for 15.8% of GVA of the national economy (agriculture 10.3%), (SORS, 2013a). 
The sectors of agriculture, forestry and fishery employ 21.6% of all employed workforce 
(SORS, 2014a). The export of agricultural and food products in the year of 2013 accounted 
1 The paper was prepared within the project III 46006 - Sustainable agriculture and rural 
development in function of achieving the strategic goals of the Republic of Serbia within the 
Danube region, funded by the Ministry of Education, Science and Technological Development 
of the Republic of Serbia, project period 2011-2015.
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for 19.2% of total export, while the import was 7.9% of total import (SORS, 2014b). In the 
Jan-Nov 2014 period, the participation of agriculture and food industry in total export was 
20.3%, and the surplus was 1.3 billion USD, which is a 23% increase compared to the same 
period of the year of 2013 (SORS, 2014c).
According to 2012 Agricultural Census, 0.3% of agricultural holdings are larger than 100 
ha, and use 23.6% of total utilized agricultural area (UAA); 2.8% of holdings have 20-
100 ha and use 20.5% of UAA, while 48.1% of holdings have 2-20 ha and use 48% of 
UAA (SORS, 2013b). The production and export results of the sector as a whole depend 
on the financial and professional ability of this, most numerous, group of holdings to 
adopt new, positive, trends in production (Popović, Grujić, 2014). The most common 
source of agricultural investments for a great number of these holdings is the budget of the 
Republic. Although the budgetary transfers for farmers are modest, they have contributed 
to improvements in production for a number of holdings. Many small agricultural holdings 
with a natural person status4 can barely make ends meet, and how they will start production 
in the upcoming period is questionable. All of this is a great risk for a country with difficulties 
in resisting negative development trends (Grujić, Rajnović, 2012).
It is necessary to increase investments in agricultural production and to direct far more 
budget transfers to agricultural sector, since strengthening agriculture, in correlation with 
food industry, is one of the best chances for development of Serbia in the period when food 
prices in the world tend to jump (Puškarić et al., 2012). This demand should, however, 
be adjusted to the measures of fiscal consolidation which are prioritised in periods of 
budget shortages and high public debt. In the framework of fiscal consolidation measures5, 
the Government planned reductions in subsidies from the republic budget as well as re-
examining certain subsidies programmes, including agriculture, in order to increase the 
efficiency in public expenditure and preserve the sources of potential growth. In agriculture, 
these measures are oriented towards investments in productivity and competitiveness 
growth and infrastructure improvement. 
It is very important that the Ministry of agriculture establish cooperation with relevant 
institutions on both the horizontal and the vertical level, when adjusting the national 
agricultural policy to the EU Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). Legislation harmonisation 
is also very important, especially in the field of food safety and quality.
This paper analysed: (1) fiscal policy and subsidies in agriculture compared to public 
revenues and expenditures and total subsidies from the budget of the Republic, 2006-
2013; and (2) amounts and structure of agricultural support, defined by the Strategy for 
Agricultural and Rural Development by the year 2024 in light of legislative, political and 
institutional framework of support for agriculture and rural development harmonisation 
with those of the EU, as well as fiscal limitations in the upcoming three-year period.
4 Nearly half of agricultural holdings are smaller than 2ha and use 8% of UAA (SORS, 2013b).
5 Fiscal Strategy for 2014, with projections for 2015 and 2016, OGRS , no. 97/13.
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Methodology and data sources 
We performed desk research using official statistical data of the Statistical Office of 
the Republic of Serbia (SORS), Ministry of Finance and National Bank of Serbia 
(NBS) and appropriate statistical methodology to calculate needful indicators 
(nominal and real growth indices) for monitoring trends of budget transfers in the 
reporting period. We also studied and quoted a number of scientific papers and 
consulted legislation acts, published in the Official Gazette of the Republic of Serbia 
(OG RS), and relevant documents of national and EU institutions in the fields of 
fiscal and agricultural policies.
The fiscal policy of the Republic of Serbia in the period of 2006-2013
The period of 2006-2013 in the economy of Serbia was marked by an expansive fiscal 
policy and failed attempts at restraining its negative effects, which can be seen in a 
growing budget6 deficit and increased public debt of the country. The global financial 
crisis of 2008 found Serbia with a consolidated budget deficit of 2.6% of GDP, which 
was the result of a politically motivated expansive fiscal policy in the election campaign 
period, years 2006-2008 (Praščević, 2013). 
The crisis conditions during the following year of 2009 made it difficult to conduct 
serious measures of budget restrictions, so the deficit of the consolidated state was 
increased to 4.2% of the GDP with approval from the IMF. The increased scope of 
public expenditure was financed by getting onto debt abroad and on the domestic 
financial market. The taken anti-recession measures have contributed to a modest 
growth in the GDP in the years of 2010-2011. Parallel activities on limiting the current 
public expenditure have resulted in a slower growth of the fiscal deficit, which did 
reach 4.7% of the GDP in 2011. Already in the end of 2011, the situation got worse, 
and due to the upcoming elections, the Government was not able to reduce public 
expenditure and enforce structural reforms in the public sector in the scope demanded 
by the IMF. The consolidated budget deficit in the year of 2012 grows to 6.1% of the 
GDP and the public debt is at 56.2% of the GDP. The fiscal consolidation measures 
from October 2012 did not give the expected results. During the year of 2013, the 
collection of revenues was below the expected rate. The 2013 supplementary budget 
planned saving on expenditures, mostly in capital expenditures and subsidies. The 
consolidated fiscal result in the first quarter of 2014 reaches -7.1% of the GDP and then 
falls to -3.2% in the third quarter of 2014. The public debt in the third quarter of 2014 
was 67.5% of the GDP (Table 1).
6 Consolidated budget of general government (consolidated state) as a real indicator of the 
financial position of the government, the revenues, expenditures and debt.
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Table 1. Key macroeconomic indicators (period 2006-2014)
Indicators 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Q1 
2014
Q2 
2014
Q3 
2014
Real GDP growth1, % 4,9 5,9 5,4 -3,1 0,6 1,4 -1,0 2,6 0,1 -1,1 -3,7
Consumer prices2, %  ( m/m-12) 6,6 11,0 8,6 6,6 10,3 7,0 12,2 2,2 2,3 1,3 2,1
RS budget deficit/surplus, % GDP -1,7 -1,6 -1,9 -3,1 -3,3 -3,9 -5,4 -4,5 -7,9 -4,8 -2,3
Consolidated fiscal result, % GDP -1,4 -1,9 -2,6 -4,2 -4,5 -4,7 -6,1 -4,7 -7,1 -4,2 -3,2
RS public debt (external + nternal) %GDP 35,9 29,9 28,3 32,8 41,8 45,4 56,2 59,6 60,6 61,2 67,5
Source: NBS, 2014.
Note: 1At constant prices of previous year; GDP - ESA 2010; 2 Retail prices until 2006.
The fiscal position of Serbia today is not favourable and it is far from the legally established 
fiscal rules7. The October 2014 supplementary budget predicts a republic budget deficit of 
5.7% of GDP for the year of 2014 (MF, 2014). 
The structure of public expenditures of the consolidated state budget is poor because of 
high current expenditures and low public investments8. A republic budget deficit of 4.9% 
GDP is planned for the year of 2015, while the expected deficit of consolidated state is 
higher and lies at around 6% GDP (Fiscal Council, 2014). The GDP growth rate in 2014 
was revised lowest at -2% (-0.5%, 2015), (NBS, 2014). The IMF predicts a recovery in 
economic activity in the year of 2016 (GDP growth of 1.5% in 2016, and 2% in 2017), 
(Tanjug, 2014). According to estimations of the Fiscal council, mid-term prognosis of 1.5% 
growth in 2016, and 2% growth in 2017 is optimistic and not easily feasible (especially in 
2016), and the public debt cannot be stabilised before 2018,  at a rate of over 80% GDP 
(Fiscal Council, 2014). 
Agricultural subsidies in the republic budget expenditures, (2006-2013)
The largest part of consolidated state budget transfers is directed from the central level of 
government, primarily from the republic budget9. The republic budget also transfers most 
of the subsidies, including agricultural subsidies, whose participation in total subsidies 
varies from 32% in 2011 to 51.2% in 200810 (Table 2).
7 The goal year fiscal deficit of 1% GDP, the public debt (excl. restitution payments), not greater 
than 45% GDP and the share of pensions, and wages in GDP of 10% and 8%, respectively 
(Budget System Law, OGRS, no. 54/09, 73/10, 101/10, 101/11, 93/12, 62/13, 63/13-cor, 108/13, 
142/14).
8 Research, relevant to Serbian economy has shown that in a developing country with a high 
external debt, open and with a relatively flexible foreign currency course, an increase in current 
public expenditure has a minimal effect on production growth. On the other hand, an increase in 
public investments can have a more significant effect (Bajec et al., 2010).
9 In the period of Jan-Aug 2014, 85.9% of general government budget expenditures is directed to 
beneficiaries from the central government level (39.4% from the budget of RS), (MF, 2014).
10 In the period of Jan-Aug 2014, there was 51 bln RSD of subsidies directed from the budget of 
RS, mostly for agriculture (41.7%), (MF, 2014).  
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Table 2. Republic of Serbia Budget (period 2006-2013, in bln RSD)
Budget headings 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Nom. 
growth 
index, 13/06
I TOTAL REVENUES 494,1 579,5 651,3 656,0 712,2 744,8 788,5 812,1 164,4
II TOTAL EXPENDITURES 529,7 617,6 702,1 746,5 812,5 877,3 980,4 985,7 186,1
1.Current expenditures 476,6 538,7 632,0 699,0 755,5 824,1 930,8 952,4 199,8
Expenditure for employees 121,3 152,7 180,4 184,2 190,4 215,1 238,7 250,2 206,3
Purchase of goods and serv. 36,2 46,2 50,8 50,2 60,1 64,7 68,7 65,9 182,0
Interest payment 19,3 14,8 13,9 20,0 30,1 40,3 63,1 89,3 462,7
Subsidies
Agricultural subsidies
31,8
11,2
36,3
12,8
49,4
25,3
40,9
16,7
49,5
22,9
56,3
18,0
86,6
29,5
74,3
29,9
233,6
267,0
Social assist. and insurance 69,8 75,1 77,8 73,8 87,2 86,6 92,4 108,4 155,3
Other current expenditure 7,1 9,2 9,6 8,3 10,3 15,8 18,3 14,7 207,0
Current and capital transfers 191,2 204,4 250,1 321,8 328,0 345,4 363,0 349,6 182,8
2. Capital expenditures 42,4 65,9 53,0 30,6 31,6 28,6 34,5 21,2 50,0
3. Net lending 10,7 13,0 17,1 16,8 25,3 24,6 15,1 12,2 114,0
III SURPLUS/DEFICIT(I-II) -35,6 -38,2 -50,8 -90,5 -100,2 -132,5 -191,9 -173,7
Agriculture subs. in total (%) 35,2 35,3 51,2 40,8 46,3 32,0 34,1 40,2
CPI1, 2006=100 100,0 113,0 122,7 130,8 144,2 154,3 173,1 176,9
Source: MF, 2014, pp. 50-51, 61.
Note: 1SORS, statistical database, available at: http://webrzs.stat.gov.rs/WebSite/public/ ReportView.aspx.
Agricultural subsidies had a faster growth compared to total subsidies just before and 
during the economic crisis in the years of 2008-2010, and again in 2013, when agricultural 
subsidies retain the level from 2012, while subsidies in other sectors are reduced (Graph 1).
Graph 1. Agriculture subsidies in the budget of the Republic of Serbia (period 2006-
2013), (Real growth indices, 2006 = 100)
Source: Authors’ calculation according to MF, 2014, pp. 50-51, 61.
Note: Consumer price index – CPI, SORS, 2014d.
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The fiscal strategy 2014-2016 marks the development of agriculture, along with 
infrastructure investments, as a priority on the expenditure side of the budget, where the 
available sources would be directed to, in case of creating additional fiscal space (OGRS, 
97/13). Still, agriculture is among the sectors that can expect a reduction in scope and 
adjustments to the structure of the budget support policy. Adequate adjustments to the 
structure of measures of support to reduced agricultural budget can neutralise to a large 
degree the negative consequences of this reduction (Katić, Popović, 2009).
Policy of support for agriculture and rural development in Serbia
There are three basic fields of action on ensuring support for the development of agriculture 
and rural development during the pre-accession period: 1) creating a consistent support 
policy for agriculture, in accordance with the EU Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), 
2) strengthening the legislative framework, and 3) building institutions, necessary for 
implementing legislations and support policy. 
For harmonisation with the EU CAP, it is necessary to make important changes in the 
domestic agricultural policy. While the Serbian policy of support in agriculture and 
rural development is determined at an annual level and financed by modest budget 
amounts11, the budget framework of EU CAP is determined for a period of seven years, 
with planned annual subsidy amounts and a high rate of budget appropriations for 
agriculture and rural development.
By the EU Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) for the period 2014-2020 (Council 
Reg. 1311/2013), the EU CAP receives 362.8 bln EUR (commitment appropriations in 
prices from 2011, without assigned revenues). Of this amount, 12.7 bln EUR (3.5%) are 
dedicated to market measures, 265.1 bln EUR (73.1%) for direct payments and 84.9 bln EUR 
(23.4%) for rural development. Already in 1992, market measures represented over 90% 
of total CAP expenditure, driven by export refunds and intervention purchases. Compared 
to 2013, in the year of 2020 Pillar 1 (direct aids and market-related expenditure) would 
dispose with 12.9% and Pillar 2 (rural development) with 17.7% less in appropriations. 
Still, this is a strong support to the reformed CAP, with an amount of 37.8% of the MFF 
2014-2020 (EP, 2013; EC, 2013). 
The budget framework of agricultural support for the period of 2014-2024, as defined by 
the Strategy for agriculture and rural development of the Republic of Serbia, maintains the 
development orientation of the Strategy. The agricultural budget is projected in such a way 
that it can reach more than twice the level of today during the pre-accession period (755 
mil EUR after 2020, compared to 280 mil EUR in 2013). This would increase the ability 
11 By the Law on Incentives in Agriculture and Rural Development (OGRS, no. 10/13, 142/14), 
the Government will for each budget year determine the agricultural budget and the type and 
maximal amounts of incentives, in accordance with this Law, and the Budget Law of the RS. 
The amounts for incentives is determined in the framework of the Ministry of Agriculture budget 
heading, which in total cannot be smaller than 5% of the budget of the RS for the mentioned 
year, in the sense of the law that regulates the budget system. 
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of the sector to use EU funds, and the incentives would reach the level they had in the 
surrounding countries at EU accession point. The different dynamics of growth in budget 
appropriations for these purposes in sub-period 2014-2016 acknowledge the demands of 
the fiscal consolidation (Table 3).
Table 3. Projected agricultural budget of Serbia (period 2014–2024, in mln EUR)
Pillars 2013
Economic 
crisis 
sub-period 
(2014-
2016)
Sub-period of the 
renewed economic 
growth and access 
to IPARD (2017-
2020)
Sub-period 
of the new 
EU program 
period (after 
2020)
Accession
Pillar  1 230 240 370 530 680
Pillar  2 20 30 85 150 750
Special incentives and other 30 35 50 75 110
TOTAL 280 305 505 755 1,540
Source: The Strategy of Agriculture and Rural Development of the Republic of Serbia 2014–2024, 
p. 84, (OGRS, no. 85/14). 
Having in mind the need for improving the competitiveness of the sector in the pre-
accession period, in the conditions of parallel engagement on harmonisation of domestic 
schemes of support with EU CAP, the budget projection contains:
1) An increase in amount and share of direct payments per ha/head in the structure 
of direct incentives of the Pillar 1 of agricultural support on account of reducing 
coupled support (production-related aid), establishing market support and support 
for small producers;
2) Strengthening the support for rural development (the share of which in the total 
incentive will grow on account of reductions in direct incentives of the Pillar 1), 
and within it, support for investments for improving competitiveness and reaching 
quality standard, environmental and support programmes for LFA areas and rural 
infrastructure building;
3) Directing support towards general services in agriculture, in order to ensure knowledge 
transfer and technology and adopting European food safety and quality standards (OG 
RS, 85/14)12. 
When it comes to reforms of agricultural policy and harmonisation with EU CAP in 
the conditions of fiscal consolidation (sub-period 2014-2016 of the budget plan), the 
Ministry of Agriculture already faces the first tasks in re-examining the justification of 
the current subsidies programmes. It is about: 1) abolition of the EU CAP non-compliant 
milk subsidy, and 2) redirection of a part of direct payments per ha in plant production 
12 Strengthening the support for general services in agriculture (research, improvements in 
food safety and quality and standardisation, extension services, marketing and promotion, 
infrastructure) as well as programmes connected to regional development and the environment 
is in accordance with the rules and recommendations of the WTO, where Serbia is waiting for 
membership since 2005 (Popović, Katić, 2007).
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to investment support for promoting competitiveness in production and processing of 
agricultural products.
The lack of a referent national laboratory for milk disables the payment of premium 
to producers according to the quality of the raw milk13. A small number of dairy cows 
registered in livestock breeding records are an obstacle to implementing payments per 
head, which should replace the milk subsidy in the process of harmonisation with the EU 
legislative as of the year 2016.
The amended Law on Incentives in Agriculture and Rural Development (OG RS, 142/14) 
limits subsidies per ha in plant production in 2015 to producers with holdings of up to 
20ha of sown arable land and plantations, instead of the current 100 ha. Such a decision 
is justified by the desire to support small commercial producers, and direct the mid-range 
producers towards more efficient measures of investment support.
This can protect the income of small producers and implement certain necessary savings in 
the republic budget, but in this case, the support will have more of a social character than a 
development one. Measures of investment support are more efficient than direct payments 
in raising the competitiveness of mid-range commercial households in transitioning 
countries, but in this case it is necessary to ensure the redirection of savings made from 
direct payments into investment support to this group of producers, which is not probable 
in the conditions of fiscal consolidation14. Investment support will certainly remain a very 
important measure, and producers can expect a more significant growth in direct payments 
after accession to the EU (Popović, Katić, 2007).
Strengthening the legislative framework includes harmonising the domestic legislation 
with that which is applied in the Union. The National programme for the adoption of the 
EU acquis – NPAA (2014-2018), (The Government of the Republic of Serbia, 2014), 
determines the dynamics of harmonisation. The Ministry of Agriculture and Environment 
Protection holds the jurisdiction over harmonising the legislative about: agriculture and 
rural development, food safety, veterinary and phytosanitary policies and fishery. The 
Strategy for agriculture and rural development of the Republic of Serbia for the period of 
2014-2024 defines the goals, priorities and framework of political and institutional reforms, 
as well as the dynamics of legislation harmonisation in the mentioned fields.
The adjustment of legislation in the field of food safety and quality has priority, bearing 
in mind the significance of this matter for placing food on the EU market. A great deal of 
work here is done by passing the Law on Food Safety (OG RS, 41/09) and appropriate 
subordinate regulations. The Law defines the general conditions for safety of food and 
13 A budget line for the establishment of a laboratory for testing the quality of raw milk is defined 
in the 2015 budget of the Republic of Serbia (OG RS, 142/14).
14 The budget of 2015 predicts a permanent reduction in agricultural subsidies in the amount 
compliant with the subsidy reduction “per ha” to a maximum of 20 ha. The budget for 2015 
is the first step in a three-year programme of fiscal consolidation, which has a goal to recover 
public finances and stabilise the public debt (Fiscal Council, 2014).  
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animal food, the obligations of the subjects in food and animal food trade, a system of fast 
intelligence and crisis management and other matters of hygiene and food quality (Grujić, 
Rajnović, 2012). The quality policy is oriented towards harmonising domestic legislation 
with EU legislation in the field of protecting the geographic origin of agricultural and 
food products, where the central place belongs to the Law on Indications of Geographical 
Origin (OG RS, 18/10), with associated regulations. In order to appear on foreign 
markets successfully, the participants in the value chain must satisfy food safety and 
quality standards (ISO 22000:2005, HACCP, GLOBALGAP, British Retail Consortium, 
KOSHER, HALAL and others).
Appropriate institutional capacities are a necessary precondition for efficient harmonisation 
of the legislative framework and the agricultural policy. The Law on Agriculture and Rural 
Development established the Directorate for Agrarian Payments in 2009 (OG RS, 41/09). 
Directorate performs the activities related to the implementation of the subsidies program 
in agriculture, manages the Farm Register and implements international assistance to 
agricultural policy in the Republic of Serbia. The process of accrediting the Directorate for 
using IPARD funds (the IPARD agency) is underway.
One of the sections of the Directorate for Agrarian Payments has a task of establishing 
and managing Integrated Administration and Control System (IACS). This system, along 
with a well-developed Land Parcel Identification System (LPIS)15 enables an efficient 
transfer of direct payments to the beneficiaries and is a precondition for optimal use of 
EU funds in agriculture.
The mechanism of market interventions includes buying and selling agricultural products 
and subsidising storage costs. According to the NPAA (2014), establishing a legislative 
and institutional framework (organisational units of the Directorate for Agrarian Payments) 
for market interventions is expected towards the end of 2016. According to the same 
source, establishing a special organisational unit within the Ministry of Agriculture 
and Environment Protection for dealing with tasks in state aid in agriculture and rural 
development is predicted for the year of 2017.
Progress in structural reforms in agriculture is tightly connected to the development of 
entrepreneurship in food production and processing, primarily in family households that 
have been in the focus of agricultural and RD strategists for years. The development of 
small and medium sized enterprises in agribusiness needs significant investments through 
different types of credits. Financial support can be obtained through institutional support 
and share capital of banks, credit associations and leasing companies (Bogavac Cvetković 
et al., 2010). Domestic agriculture also needs a specialised agricultural bank, whose 
primary task would be concentrating free (and cheap) financial resources and release them 
into agriculture under benefit conditions (Vasiljević, Popović, 2014).  
Producer organisations and clusters are of great importance to efficient business doing of 
a great number of small and medium sized agricultural producers (Nikolić, Popović, 2007). 
15 The first draft of the Strategy for implementation of LPIS/IACS was presented in Sept 2014. 
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Producer organisations operate efficiently in the EU, especially in production of milk, meat, 
and fruit and vegetables. In Serbia, these organisations are still few, mostly local and have 
a weak competitive position on the market. Development of wholesale markets as trade 
channels is especially important for these market subjects, from the aspect of food safety 
and quality standard control. 
Passing the Law on Food Safety created a legal basis for establishing Directorate of National 
Reference Laboratories, as an administrative body within the Ministry of Agriculture. 
Directorate encompasses a network of reference laboratories, which perform tasks in the 
field of food safety, plant and animal health, residues, milk quality and plant gene banking, 
and carries out other activities in this area.
The Ministry of Agriculture and Environment protection is the main stakeholder and 
coordinator of activities on harmonization of national agricultural policy with EU CAP 
with relevant institutions on the horizontal and the vertical level (ministries, extension 
service, rural development support network, chambers of commerce, science and research 
organisations, etc.), (Grujić et al., 2012). 
Conclusion
Serbia faces great problems when it comes to fiscal consolidation and support for the 
agricultural sector. The reasons for reducing budget expenditure and re-examining the 
current support programmes (those in the agriculture sector, among others) lie in the fact 
that the state has significant budget deficit and that it uses a wide spectrum of fiscal policy 
measures to reduce it.
At the same time, agriculture and food industry are marked as sectors whose comparative 
advantages will serve as basis for the economic policy of the country in the upcoming period, 
and sectors where we expect the establishment of a new investment and development cycle.
It is imperative for the state authorities to provide adequate amounts of budget support to 
finance the development-oriented investments in agriculture and rural areas, and take on 
the necessary activities in establishing and strengthening institutions that will deal with 
adjusting legislation and agricultural policy with those of the EU.
Market oriented medium sized households as pillars of the development of agriculture, 
food industry and food export, as well as of preserving the vitality of the rural areas, must 
come into focus of budget support. These households primarily need investment support 
for modernisation and strengthening the production chain in the pre-accession period, in 
order to promote competitiveness and reaching EU food safety and quality standards.
Reducing direct payments due to budget restrictions will not help the development of the 
sector unless followed by strengthening investment support, but a fiscal consolidation 
should create healthy conditions for stable and growing budget transfers for these purposes, 
at best already in 2018. The producers can expect significantly larger amounts of direct 
support just before and after EU accession.
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SUBVENCIJE U POLJOPRIVREDI U BUDŽETU REPUBLIKE 
SRBIJE
Vesna Popović16, Biljana Grujić17
Rezime
U ovom radu autori analiziraju dinamiku subvencija u poljoprivredi, u odnosu na kretanje 
javnih prihoda i rashoda i ukupnih subvencija budžeta Republike, 2006-2013. godine. 
Primenjen je metod istraživanja za stolom, korišćeni su zvanični statistički podaci i 
standardne statističke metode za njihovu obradu i proučen i citiran određeni broj naučnih 
radova i dokumenata državnih institucija i institucija EU. Razmatrana je takođe i vladina 
projekcija obima i strukture subvencija u poljoprivredi do 2024. godine, imajući u vidu mere 
fiskalne konsolidacije i obaveze usklađivanja propisa, politike podrške i institucionalnog 
okvira u poljoprivredi sa odgovarajućim u EU. Trogodišnji program fiskalne konsolidacije, 
koji uključuje, između ostalog i redukovanje i preispitivanje programa agrarne podrške, 
treba da stvori zdrave osnove za stabilne i rastuće budžetske transfere poljoprivredi. 
Investiciona podrška će i dalje biti veoma važna, a značajniji rast direktnih plaćanja 
proizvođači mogu očekivati neposredno pred i po priključenju EU.  
Ključne reči: budžet, subvencije,fiskalna konsolidacija,agrarna politika, priključenje EU.
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